JSTOR is a not-for-profit service that helps scholars, researchers, and students discover, use, and build upon a wide range of content in a trusted digital archive. We use information technology and tools to increase productivity and facilitate new forms of scholarship. For more information about JSTOR, please contact support@jstor.org. Recent decades have been productive in the conceptualization of educational evaluation, trying to clarify its meaning and exposing the distinction between evaluation and other related concepts. This article reviews the evaluation literature through an analyticalframework representing issues addressed by major evaluation approaches in education. The analytical framework is comprised of 10 dimensions referring to: (1) the definition of evaluation, (2) its functions, (3) the objects of evaluation, (4) the variables that should be investigated, (5) criteria that should be used, (6) the audiences that should be served, (7) the process of doing an evaluation, (8) its methods of inquiry, (9) the characteristics of the evaluator, and (10) the standards that should be used to judge the worth and merit ofan evaluation. Some implications for the advancement of evaluation theory and practice conclude this review of the literature.
Many attempts have been made in recent years to clarify the meaning of evaluation and expose the distinction between evaluation and other related concepts such as measurement or research. The literature contains many approaches regarding the conceptualization of evaluation and the determination of its countenance in education. Many of those approaches have been unduly referred to as "models" (e.g., the CIPP Model, the Discrepancy Model, the Responsive Model, or the GoalFree Model) in spite of the fact that none of them includes a sufficient degree of complexity and completeness that might be suggested by the term "model." Stake (1981) rightly suggested that they be referred to as persuasions rather than models.
For the benefit of those of us who lost their way between the various evaluation models, approaches, and persuasions, several attempts have been made to put some order into the growing evaluation literature through classifications of evaluation approaches. Such classifications (e.g., Guba & Lincoln, 1981; House, 1980; Popham, 1975; Stake, 1976; Stufflebeam & Webster, 1980; Worthen & Sanders, 1973 ) made a significant contribution through their critical reviews of the evaluation literature denoting similarities and differences among the various approaches. Those classifications were based on a somewhat holistic approach by placing each evaluation model as a whole in one of the labeled categories with some other models. Trying to do justice to each evaluation model as a whole they sometimes ignored the major issues underlying the agreements and disagreements among the various evaluation approaches. Stufflebeam (1974) suggested eight questions to be addressed in any attempt to conceptualize evaluation. Nevo (1981) revised Stufflebeam's list of questions and extended it to 10 major dimensions in a conceptualization of evaluation. These 10 dimensions represent the major issues addressed by the most prominent evaluation approaches in education. They will be used here as an organizer for an analytical review of the literature on educational evaluation.
The 10 A major exception to that consensus regarding the judgmental definition of evaluation is represented by the Stanford Evaluation Consortium group who defined evaluation as "[a] systematic examination of events occurring in and consequent of a contemporary program-an examination conducted to assist in improving this program and other programs having the same general purpose" (Cronbach et al., 1980, p. 14). Cronbach and his associates (1980) clearly reject the judgmental nature of evaluation advocating an approach that perceives the evaluator as "an educator [whose] success is to be judged by what others learn" (p. 11) rather than a "referee [for] a basketball game" (p. 18) who is hired to decide who is "right" or "wrong".
A definition that points to the judgmental character of evaluation might create considerable anxiety among potential evaluees and raise resistance among opponents of evaluation. Obviously, a nonjudgmental definition of evaluation, such as "providing information for decisionmaking," might be accepted more favorably by evaluees and clients. However, it may be unrealistic to create positive attitudes toward evaluation by ignoring one of its major features. Another approach intended to develop positive attitudes toward evaluation might be to demonstrate its constructive functions within the various domains of education.
2. What are thefunctions of evaluation? was the first to suggest the distinction between "formative evaluation" and "summative evaluation," referring to two major roles or functions of evaluation, although he was not the first to realize the importance of such a distinction. Later, referring to the same two functions, Stufflebeam (1972) suggested the distinction between proactive evaluation intended to serve decisionmaking and retroactive evaluation to serve accountability. Thus, evaluation can serve two functions, the "formative" and the "summative." In its formative function evaluation is used for the improvement and development of an ongoing activity (or program, person, product, etc.). In its summative function evaluation is used for accountability, certification, or selection.
A third function of evaluation, the psychological or sociopolitical function, which has been less often treated by evaluation literature (Cronbach et al., 1980; House, 1974; Patton, 1978) , should also be considered. In many cases it is apparent that evaluation is not serving any formative purposes nor is it being used for accountability or other summative purposes. However, it is being used to increase awareness of special activities, motivate desired behavior of evaluees, or promote public relations. Regardless of our personal feelings about the use (or misuse) of evaluation for this purpose, we cannot ignore it.
Another somewhat "unpopular" function of evaluation is its use for the exercise of authority (Dornbusch & Scott, 1975) . In formal organizations it is the privilege of the superior to evaluate his or her subordinates and not vice versa. In many cases a person in a management position might evaluate someone to demonstrate his authority over that person. We may refer to this as the "administrative" function of evaluation.
To Two major conclusions can be drawn from the review of contemporary evaluation literature: (a) Almost everything can be an object of evaluation, and evaluation should not be limited to the evaluation of students or school personnel; and (b) the clear identification of the evaluation object is an important part of the development of any evaluation design.
In planning an evaluation it seems to be important to determine what is "the thing" (or "the evaluand," to use Scriven's, 1980, term) that has to be evaluated. It helps to determine what kind of information should be collected and how it should be analysed. A clear object identification helps keep an evaluation focused. It also helps to clarify and resolve value conflicts and potential threat among stakeholders and others likely to be affected by the evaluation (Guba & Lincoln, 1981) .
4. What kinds of information should be collected regarding each object? After an evaluation object has been chosen, a decision must be made regarding the various aspects and dimensions of the object that should be evaluated. Information pertinent to such aspects must be collected. Earlier approaches to evaluation focused mainly on results or outcomes. Thus, to evaluate an educational object (e.g., a new curriculum) would mean to evaluate the quality of the results of its functioning (e.g., students' achievements). In recent years some interesting attempts have been made to extend the scope of evaluation variables in various evaluation models (Alkin, 1969 Most evaluation experts seem to agree that the criterion (or criteria) to be used for the assessment of a specific object must be determined within the specific context of the object and the function of its evaluation. While in many cases the evaluator does not have the authority to choose among the various alternative criteria, it is the evaluator's responsibility that such a choice be made and that he be able to provide a sound justification for the choice, whether it is made by him or by somebody else.
6. Who should be served by an evaluation? Those who define evaluation as providing information for decisionmaking (Alkin, 1969; Cronbach, 1963 If evaluation is to be useful at all, it has to be useful to some specific client or audience. The evaluation literature does not suggest which is the "most appropriate" audience for evaluation, but three important propositions can be found in writings regarding this issue. They are: (a) An evaluation can have more than one client or audience; (b) different evaluation audiences might have different evaluation needs; and (c) the specific audiences for an evaluation and their evaluation needs must be clearly identified at the early stages of planning an evaluation. Differences in evaluation needs might be reflected in many ways: for example, the kind of information to be collected, the level of data analysis to be used, or the form of reporting the evaluation results. Sometimes it is impossible to serve all identified evaluation needs at the same time, and some priorities have to be set regarding the specific evaluation needs to which the evaluation will respond. 7. What is the process of doing an evaluation? The process of doing an evaluation might differ according to the theoretical perception guiding the evaluation. A theoretical approach perceiving evaluation as an activity intended to determine whether goals have been achieved (Tyler, 1950) While there seems to be no agreement among evaluation experts regarding the "best" process to follow when conducting an evaluation, most of them would agree that all evaluations should include a certain amount of interaction between evaluators and their audiences at the outset of the evaluation to identify evaluation needs, and at its conclusion to communicate its findings. Evaluation cannot be limited to the technical activities of data collection and analysis. To be a competent and trustworthy evaluator one needs to have a combination of a wide variety of characteristics. These include technical competence in the area of measurement and research methods, understanding the social context and the substance of the evaluation object, human relations skills, personal integrity, and objectivity, as well as characteristics related to organizational authority and responsibility. Because it is difficult to find one person possessing all these qualifications, it often becomes necessary to have a team conduct an evaluation or to choose the person with the most appropriate characteristics for a specific evaluation task.
The evaluation literature also suggests two important distinctions that should be taken into account when deciding who should do an evaluation. The first is the distinction between an internal evaluator and an external evaluator (Scriven, , 1975 Stake & Gjerde, 1974; Stufflebeam et al., 1971 ). An internal evaluator of a project is usually one who is employed by the project and reports directly to its management. Obviously, the internal evaluator's objectivity as well as external credibility might be lower than those of an external evaluator, who is not directly employed by the project and/or enjoys a higher degree of independence.
The second distinction is between a professional evaluator and an amateur evaluator. This distinction, suggested by Scriven (1967), refers to two different foci of training and expertise rather than to a value judgment regarding the quality of an evaluation. An amateur evaluator is usually one whose major professional training is not in evaluation, and involvement in evaluation represents only part of his or her job description (e.g., the associate director of a new math curriculum development project conducting the formative evaluation of the project, who has an M.A. in math education and some on-the-job training in evaluation). A professional evaluator is one with extensive training in evaluation and whose major (or even only) responsibility is conducting evaluation (e.g., the internal evaluator of a special education project, who has an M.A. in measurement and evaluation and 5 years experience evaluating special education projects). While the amateur evaluator's technical evaluation skills might be lower than those of a professional evaluator, he or she might have a better understanding of the project's unique evaluation needs and be able to develop better rapport with the members of the evaluated project.
These two distinctions are independent; there may be an internal-amateur evaluator, an external-amateur evaluator, an internal-professional evaluator, and so forth. 10. By what standards should evaluation be judged? Evaluation should strike for an optimal balance in meeting standards of (a) utility (to be useful and practical); (b) accuracy (to be technically adequate); (c) feasibility (to be realistic and prudent); and (d) propriety (to be conducted legally and ethically).
Conclusion
As stated at the beginning of this article, a critical analysis of the various theoretical approaches to educational evaluation might have important implications for practitioners of evaluation as well as for theoreticians and researchers who are concerned with developing new concepts and better methods. All of them could benefit from the analytical scheme of the 10 questions, which guided our analysis, as well as from the review of the answers contained in the evaluation literature. Discussions among theoreticians of evaluation can be a fruitful contribution to the advancement of evaluation theory and practice. It could be even more so if those discussions focused on issues in disagreement rather than on competing models and paradigms. The contribution would be even more robust if the various theoretical propositions were substantiated by some research findings. The 10 questions reviewed here could provide a framework to delineate research variables for an empirical study of evaluation. Data on the actual relationships among those variables as well as their relationships with other variables (e.g., evaluation utilization or variables reflecting the context of evaluation) would be very much appreciated by the evaluation profession.
